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PER CURI AM *

San Andres Lozano-Rubi o was convicted on his conditional
guilty plea of possession with possession with the intent to
distribute marijuana. He appeals the district court’s denial of
his notion to suppress and argues that the stop of the truck
whi ch he was driving was not supported by reasonabl e suspicion
and, as a result, the marijuana seized and the post-arrest

statenents he nmade shoul d be suppressed.

Pursuant to 5THCGR R 47.5, the court has determ ned
that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent
except under the limted circunstances set forth in 5TH QR
R 47.5. 4.
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Lozano- Rubi o has wai ved his argunent that the “helicopter
search” of his vehicle was inpermssible by failing to raise it

in the district court. See United States v. Carreon-Pal aci o, 267

F.3d 381, 389 (5th Gr. 2001); United States v. Harrelson, 705

F.2d 733, 738 (5th CGr. 1983).

The followi ng facts, anong others, were considered in
determ ning that there was reasonabl e suspicion to support the
stop of the truck which Lozano-Rubio was driving: (1) at the tine
the truck was initially spotted, the truck was very close to the
border and was traveling with a white O dsnobile, which was the
subj ect of a “be-on-the-1ookout” report and owned by a known drug
trafficker; (2) the truck matched the description of a truck
owned by a known drug trafficker; (3) both the O dsnobile and the
truck had two-way radio antennas attached to their roofs; (4) the
truck was stopped in an area known for illegal trafficking;

(5) the area in which the truck was traveling is known to be used
to circunvent a checkpoint; (6) the agents were experienced in
cases involving illegal aliens and controlled substances; (7)
Lozano- Rubi o decel erated and accel erated for no apparent reason
and i medi ately braked and veered onto the shoul der of the road
when he saw a nmarked patrol car; (8) when a helicopter was
approximately 50 feet away fromthe truck, Lozano-Rubio did not
acknowl edge the helicopter but nerely maintained his speed; and
(9) when the truck hit bunps and turned a corner sharply, diesel

fuel was emtted fromthe fuel tank
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As a result of the foregoing, we conclude that there was
reasonabl e suspicion to support the stop of the truck.
Accordingly, the district court did not err in denying the notion
to suppress the seizure of the marijuana and the post-arrest

statenents nmade by Lozano-Rubio. See United States v. |nocencio,

40 F.3d 716, 722-24 (5th Cr. 1994).
Thus, the judgnent of the district court is AFFI RVED



